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to confer with the Allies and Russia at the 
Hague. 
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Who Is Doctrinaire? 
Senator Borah urges the recognition of 


Can the Administration’s policy of non- 


Promises Not Kept 


“Unfortunately, this engagement by the powers has 
not been kept. The memorandum says nothing definite 
concerning the credits which the signatories would be 
ready to grant the Russian Government, and the credits 
which they promise to grant to their nationals trading 
with Russia bear a discretionary character. 

“In the same way the memorandum entirely defers 
the question of war debts,” and “similarly leaves for 
discussion a moratorium and the cancellation of interest 
on pre-war debts, remitting the final decision of this 
question to the competence of an arbitral tribunal in- 
stead of fixing it in the agreement itself, contrary to that 
which is provided even in the London memorandum.” 


Further Study Suggested 


“If, nevertheless, the powers wish to consider a solu- 
tion of the financial difficulties outstanding between 
themselves and Russia, taking into account the fact 
that this question necessitates, from the nature and 
extent of the claims presented to Russia, a study more 
profound and an appreciation more just of the credits 
available for her, this task could be entrusted to a 
mixed committee of experts nominated by the con- 
ference... 

“Russia came to the conference with conciliatory in- 
tentions. She still hopes that her efforts in this direc- 
tion will be crowned with success.” 


The Hague Plan 
CCEPTING the Russian suggestion, the pow- 
ers at Genoa have agreed to send a commis- 
sion of experts to the Hague on June 15 to dis- 
cuss with a similar Russian commission begin- 
ning June 26 “all outstanding questions relating 
to debts, private property and credits.” 

“The delegations agree to recommend to their re- 
spective governments not to recognize or support any 
private agreement made by their nationals with the 
Russian Soviet Government affecting property pro- 
visionally belonging to other foreigners, before the con- 
clusion of the work of the expert commissions, or 
during one month following the making of the com- 
mission’s report. 

“If no joint recommendations can be submitted by 
the commissions of experts within three months after 
June 26, or if these joint recommendations are not 
accepted by the governments concerned within one 
month after the date of the recommendations, each 
government will be at liberty to make a separate agree- 
ment with the Russian Soviet Government.” In the 
meantime, the Soviet Government and the other partici- 
pating governments “agree to refrain from subversive 
propaganda and from acts of aggression.” 
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It is this agreement for conference only that 
Secretaries Hughes and Hoover have persuaded 
the Administration to reject. Once more our gov- 
ernment refuses to qualify its dogmatic policy 
announced a year ago. Apparently no concession 
by Russia short of complete and avowed sur- 
render will secure American recognition. The 
most extreme Communist fanatic could be no 
more unyielding than this. 


Tacna-Arica 


ILIZING the good offices of Secretary 

Hughes, the representatives of Peru and 
Chile are now meeting in Washington to attempt 
to settle their long-standing boundary dispute 
over the region of Tacna-Arica, which has in- 
terested all South America. Unfortunately, 
Bolivia, which has a claim to the disputed terri- 
tory, was not invited, because of the opposition 
of the other parties to the controversy. Mr. Hughes, 
in his delicate task, is ably assisted by Dr. Leo S. 
Rowe, Director of the Pan-American Union, who 
understands and sympathizes fully with the point 
of view of Latin-America. 


“A World Court” 


HE Court of International Justice on May 12 
was thrown open to the entire world when 
the Council of the League of Nations decided 
that Russia, Germany, Turkey, Hungary and 
Mexico could bring cases before the court, pro- 
vided they previously had agreed to accept its 
decisions and not declare war over the disputes 
in question. 


The address of James G. McDonald at the 
“Cinco de Mayo fiesta” of the Mexican Colony, 
held May 5, in New York City, urging prompt 
recognition by the United States of President 
Obregon, was reprinted the next day in all the 
Mexico City papers. 


Checks should be made payable to Rosert H. GARDINER, 
Treasurer, 3 West 29th Street, New York City. 
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THE GENOA CONFERENCE ENDS 


RMALLY the Conference ends this week, its 

work unfinished, In reality the Conference 
is adjourned to meet in a modified form at the 
Hague next month to consider an agenda limited 
solely to questions relating to Russia. Again as 
with Genoa, the United States Government re- 
jects an opportunity to participate even though 
the Hague decisions are to be merely provisional 
and not to be binding without specific govern- 
mental action. 


The Russian Reply 


= Russian memorandum of May 11, ex- 
haustive, argumentative, and sometimes 
shrewish was a refusal of the Allies’ terms out- 
lined in their memorandum of May 2, on the 
ground that these were not “reciprocal,” and a 
plea for further study of all the problems in- 
volved. This authoritative defense, in itself of 
the highest importance (reprinted in full in the 
New York Times of May 12), has been widely 
distorted and misunderstood in the press. We 
give below an abstract without interpretations. 


Allies’ Proposals Not Reciprocal 


Alleging that the Allies’ proposals of May 2 were 
“in some respects a step backward from the conditions 
offered . . . April 20*” and “reveal a marked 
deviation from the lines laid out for the Conference 
at Genoa by the resolutions of Cannest,” the Russians 
insist that the Allies “laid down as a condition pre- 
cedent to any examination” of the question of Russian 
reconstruction, “the obligation on the part of Russia 
to accept liability for a settlement of government debts 
and the claims of individuals.” Thus, “the problems 
of the future, which interest the whole world, have been 
subordinated to interests of the past which touch only 
certain groups of foreign subjects.” 

“It is not this or that solution of this question which 
can make capital flow into Russia, but instead guaran- 
tees which the Russian government can give for the 
future and international stabilization of that govern- 
ment which would result from de jure recognition.” 


Europe Dependent Upon Russia 


Answering the Allies’ intimation that even if Russia’s 
disorganization were long continued, the rest of 
Europe could nevertheless set its own house in 
order, Chicherin and his associates declare that “Russia 
cannot be replaced by any substitute and her absence 
from the world market introduces disturbances which no 
artifice can remedy. The place of Russia cannot be 
taken by any but Russia herself. The isolation of 
Russia has political consequences not less grave than 
its economic consequences. The security of Europe and 
the peace of the world call for the suppression of this 
abnormal condition of affairs. As long as Russia re- 
mains in a sort of economic and political quarantine 
this state of affairs cannot but encourage military ad- 
venturers in certain countries, whether near or far 
from Russia, who, assuming the role of the ‘police of 
European ciyilization’ seek to trouble the peace and 
secure the territory and wealth of Russia and other 
Soviet republics. For this reason the solution of the 
Russian problem will not advance by a single inch 
unless the powers assembled at Genoa accept the idea 
that the sacrifices they demand from Russia must find 
their counterpart in analogous sacrifices on their own 
part.” 


*See News Bulletin, April 28, 1922. 
tdo. January 13, 1922. 


Credits to Russia Necessary 


Deploring the Allies’ refusal to offer substantial 
credits to the Soviet Government, the reply continues, 
“If the Russian Government lacks financial resources 
or credits to assist industry and agriculture, restore 
the means of transport and establish a stable currency 
by stopping the issue of continually depreciating paper 
rubles, foreign commercial relations of any magnitude 
will be met by very great difficulties.” 


Russia Not Legally Responsible 

“The Russian delegation is obliged to recall a prin- 
ciple of right, namely, that revolutions which are a 
violent rupture with the past carry with them a new 
juridical status in the external and internal relations of 
States. Governments and systems of government which 
have emerged from a revolution are not bound to respect 
the obligations of governments which have lapsed. The 
French Convention, of which France considers herself 
the legitimate successor, proclaimed on the twenty- 
second of September, 1792, that ‘the sovereignty of 
peoples is not bound by the treaties of tyrants.’ .. . 
The United States has repudiated the treaties of its pre- 
decessors, England and Spain . . . 


“In conformity with precedent, Russia cannot be 
compelled to assume any responsibility toward foreign 
powers and their nationals for the annulment of the 
public debt and for the nationalization of private 
property. There is a further question of right. Is the 
Government of Russia really responsible for damages 
caused to property rights and interests of foreign na- 
tionals by reason of the civil war other than those which 
have been caused by this Government’s own acts; that 
is to say, other than the annulment of debt and the na- 
tionalization of property? Here again judicial doctrine 
is entirely in favor of the Russian Government .. . 

“Thus from the point of view of law, Russia is in no 
way bound to pay debts of the past, to make restitution 
of property or to compensate its former owners any 
more than she is bound to pay compensation for other 
losses suffered by foreign nations, either as the result of 
legislation which Russia had chosen in the excercise of 
her sovereign rights to give herself or as a result of the 
events of the revolution.” 


Russian Concessions 

“None the less, in a spirit of conciliation and with 
the view of reaching an agreement with all powers, 
Russia has accepted the principles contained in the 
third Cannes resolution on condition that it be made 
reciprocal. 

“Making exception of war debts . . . the Russian 
delegation has declared itself prepared to accept liabili- 
ties for the payment of public debts on condition that 
losses caused Russia by intervention and by blockade 
are recognized.” 


Counter Claims Valid 

“In law the Russian counter-claims are infinitely 
better justified than the claims of the Allies and the 
nationals. Practice and theory agree in imposing re- 
sponsibility for losses caused by intervention and block- 
ade on governments which institute them. Without 
quoting other cases, we shall limit ourselves to recall- 
ing the decisions of the Court of Arbitration at Geneva, 
Sept. 14, 1872, in the terms of which Great Britain had 
to pay the United States $15,500,000 for losses caused 
to that country by the privateer Alabama, which in the 
Civil War between the Northern and Southern States 
assisted the latter. 

“Intervention and blockade on the part of the Allies 
and neutrals against Russia constituted on their part 
official acts of war.” But in its desire to reach a prac- 
tical agreement the Russian delegation April 21 “entered 
on concessions of the widest description and declared 
itself disposed conditionally to renounce its counter- 
claims and accept the engagements of the former gov- 
ernment in exchange for a number of concessions . . . 
the most important being real credits placed at the 
disposal of the Russian Government amounting to a 
sum to be determined in advance.” 
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